Quality of Life in Southwestern Colorado and Northwestern New Mexico Executive Summary
This report presents of the survey findings from a mail-out camera survey (completed March 9, 1999) .
Residents of southwestern Colorado and northwestern New Mexico were asked to take photographs and describe elements of their community that affected their quality of life. Residents of this area were randomly selected. Several findings reported by the respondents are worthy of special attention:
Open space and vista views: One hundred and eight (12.7%) of the photographs taken by the respondents suggested that various landscape views were very important to people's quality of life. The landscape views included mountains, cliffs, rock formations, valleys, and pastures. Photographs that showed how respondents could observe the "wonder of nature" and unobstructed views where they "could see for miles" were considered the most positive aspect of living in the area. Water: Sixty-two percent of the photos were taken of various bodies of water. The Animas River was the most frequently photographed water body. This river, in combination with the variety of recreational opportunities it offered, seemed to make a considerable contribution to the quality of life of the residents.
Community aesthetics and family values:
Sixty-six (8%) of the photographs depicted amenities that showed respondents or family members interacting in a family-oriented activity (e.g. camping, hiking, or kids playing in the park or backyard). Housing: Fifty-four (76%) of the 71 photos taken of houses or housing communities resulted in a negative response. The explanations ranged from "poor use of land," "too many multimillion dollar homes in this area," to "slummy, run down, low income housing."
In general, the results showed that these residents are people who value the aesthetic amenities of the surrounding landscapes. Comments such as "I love this view from my back yard," and "there's no place better than this on Earth," suggest that residents view nature and the environment as an important part of their everyday life. However, they were also very much aware of some of the detrimental effects that growth and development are having on their community, but at the same time they were able to recognize the balance between the need for economic growth and the survival of their small town communities. The overall desire was that growth would not come at the expense of their quality of life.
Introduction
During the fall of 1998, scientists from the Midcontinent Ecological Science Center (MESC) of the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) -sent a survey4 by mail to residents in southwest Colorado and northwest New Mexico to better understand quality of life issues in this area of the Colorado Plateau. Collaborators in the study included the Bureau of Land Management and U.S. Forest Service offices located in Durango, Colorado. The information was collected to determine: J* what elements of the community and surrounding landscapes contribute to the quality of life among resident populations, and «> what critical areas, elements, and special places are essential to retain a certain quality of life.
Survey Methodology
We obtained addresses for 600 residents5 of a six county area including: San Juan (CO), and Delores, Montezuma La Plata Archuleta counties in Colorado and San Juan County In New Mexico (Figure 1 ). These potential respondents were randomly sampled from the towns in each of the counties within the study area (Table 1) . 4OMB Control Number: 1028-0067 . The names and addresses were provided by Survey Sampling Inc., a national marketing research company, which compiles names and addresses from residential telephone directories, cross-checked by automobile registrations and national change of address files released monthly by the U.S. Postal Service. Figure 1 . Map of SCNNM study area.
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Those residents participating in the study received a single-use camera and were asked to record via photography and written record (photo-log) those activities, elements, or areas of their community and surrounding county that affect their quality of life. For each photograph, respondents were asked to record in the photo-log what was photographed, where the photograph was taken, whether the affect on their quality of life was positive or negative, and their rationale for taking the photograph.
Once the cameras (including the film) and photo-logs were returned to the MESC, the photographs were developed (duplicate sets were made). One set of pictures was mailed to the respondent along with a follow-up survey, and the second set was retained at the MESC by the research team. The follow-up survey included standard demographic questions, as well as questions that would illicit detailed and descriptive responses concerning the photographs. Additional questions were related to quality of life, community uniqueness, and personal perception/preferences. Each respondent received a blank mailing label where they were able to supply a mailing address in order to request the results of the survey. Records of those requesting results from the study, were kept separately from the survey data to ensure complete confidentiality of the respondents. No record was kept that would connect any individual respondent with the survey data.
Before the initial mailing of the survey, a postcard was sent to potential respondents to: (1) alert potential respondents of survey, (2) determine undeliverable addresses in the sample, and (3) reduce the cost of the cameras being lost in the mail or undeliverable. We anticipated an 18% undeliverable rate due to death, relocation, etc. One hundred and seventy-two postcards (29%) were returned as undeliverable. Four hundred and twenty-eight cameras were mailed to "usable" remaining addresses. Of those addresses 88 (21%) residents declined to take part in the study, 123 (36%) completed and returned the cameras and photo log. One hundred and five of the 123 (85%) respondents completed and returned the follow-up survey (Table 2) . The results of the camera survey and follow-up survey are presented below. A summary of key findings is presented followed by Tables containing the results of the analysis.
Summary of Findings

Camera Survey
The respondents were asked to record the following elements in their photo logs about each picture: the subject of the photograph, the location where the photograph was taken, whether the subject in the photograph had a positive or negative affect on their quality of life, and a rationale for taking the photograph (why the subject was important enough for them to photograph).
From this information, we were able to create a "big picture" of the study area regarding the element of the natural environment that the respondents felt contributed to their quality of life The respondents were able to take a photograph as well as self describe the area of interest. From this information, we were able to bring together the features in the community that represented both a sense of place and quality of life. A total of 844 photographs were returned and from those photographs 12 categories of special places were identified (Table 3) . Frequency of the number of photographs in this category. All numbers may not add up to total n because some did not provide a response.
Positive and Negative Effects on Quality of Life
The respondents were asked to report whether the subject of a photograph had either a positive or negative effect on their quality of life (Table 3) . »t* Landscape vistas views (e.g., open space and unobstructed views) were cited 104 times as having a positive effect on respondents' quality of life.
<* New housing developments and subdivisions as well as multi-million dollar homes were cited 54 times as having a negative effect on the respondent's quality of life. Fifteen (27%) of those same respondents reported that these places were "eating up" valued open space. (71 photographs were taken of housing developments) <* When asked what they most liked or disliked about their community, there were more things respondents liked than disliked. Positive comments focused on community aesthetics and attractions, family experiences, the connection to nature and natural experiences, and living in a beautiful place such as the Colorado Plateau.
* When asked what they most enjoyed about living in the area, the most frequently responses were related to natural (28%), social (20%), and recreational (15%) amenities.
Value Expressions
For each photograph taken, respondents were asked to tell why the feature was important to their quality of life. We measured these value expressions in two ways. First, from the explanations provided we developed a list of value expressions to capture these rationales. We created this list based on a word count of terms. Second, we categorized the statements into a list of environmental values taken from the natural resource literature. Because this question was open-ended, we coded the results and classified them into approximately 14 discrete value categories (Table 4) . When asked to explain why the feature, place, or activity in the photo has an important effect on their quality of life, respondents used terms that could be categorized into a variety of environmental values. The frequency of those values is presented in Table 5 .
t» For 20% (n = 169) of photographs taken, respondents reported that the subject was of a practical or "utilitarian" value to them. Examples of comments made included "good lifestyle" or "a nice place to live." I* In 146 (17%) of the photographs taken, respondents described the feature as being "therapeutic." Comments included, "a good place to relax and rejuvenate, and "I like this place because it is very peaceful and calming." »t* When describing the condition of the area photographed, 138 (16%) of comments were negative, focusing on zoning issues, new and unsightly housing communities and environmental issues such as trash, noise, and air pollution. Social/Utilitarian: The practical value of the resources for the benefit of humans. Statements such as: "with family," "with friends," "benefits the community," etc. was included in this category.
Natural/Naturalistic/Therapeutic: The opportunity to maintain or regain physical health or mental well being through contact with nature. A restorative experience -Statements such as: "the ability to get away from it all, "being able to reconnect myself with nature," "offers a sense of peace and tranquility," etc. were included in this category.
Negative: Any concerns about damage or destruction of the environment; including inappropriate use, pollution (which includes air, land and noise).
Recreational: The opportunity to participate in any recreational activity in nature, both consumptive and non-consumptive (e.g. hunt, fish, camp, hike, mountain bike, watching wildlife, etc.).
Commercial/Economic: The opponunity to make a profit from nature, including resource use, private land use, timber harvest, etc.
8 Aesthetic: Primarily interested in the physical attractiveness and symbolic nature of the landscape. Value statements for this category include those describing the scenery, beauty, views, and the joy of living in the area.
Historical/Cultural: The opportunity to see and experience nature and the landscape as our ancestors did. This category also included historical landmarks in the community at large as well as cultural events.
Other (humanistic, spiritual, life support): The ongoing natural "givens" that supports everything else (e.g., rain, sunshine, rivers, open space, blue sky, etc.). Primarily oriented towards a strong emotional affection towards the resources and the landscape. 
Summary of Findings from Follow-Up Survey: Resident Satisfaction with their Community
Of the 123 respondents who returned the cameras and photo log, 86% (105) returned the follow-up survey. When considering quality of life issues concerning the Colorado Plateau it is useful for managers to know what residents value about the area, how satisfied they are with the community as a place to live, how important the surrounding landscape is to their quality of life, and how important they believe tourism and public land management is to the economic well being of their communities. The following are some of the most significant findings from this part of the survey. The following is a summary of the first set of questions in the follow up survey.
Section 1: Importance of Surrounding Landscape
J» The first question asked the respondents to rate on a scale of 1-5 how satisfied they were with their community as a place to live (Table 6 ). Eight out of 10 respondents (82%) reported they were satisfied with the community as a place to live. On a scale of 1 5, more than half of respondents (53%) reported that surrounding landscapes were "extremely important" to their decision to live in the area. And more than a third (36%) said that it was at least "somewhat important." Only four out of a hundred (4%) stated that the surrounding landscape not important to their decision to live hi the area (Table 7) . Relatively few people (30%) said that they would prefer less tourism in their county than there is now. More than a third of the respondents (35%) said that they thought that there should be no change in the amount of tourism, and finally, 19% reported that they would prefer an increase in tourism to their county (Table 8) . When asked to indicate how important management of public land use was to the economic wellbeing of their community, the most frequent response was that management was extremely important (77%) ( Table 9 ). The respondents were asked to give an account of the things in their community that they valued. Because this question was open ended, the results were coded and classified into nine categories of interest. The responses in Table 10 represent the categories that received at least one percent of the responses.
The top five things the respondents valued about the community were:
natural environment (49%), remoteness of the area (37%), cultural/historical landmarks (28%), climate (22%) and recreational opportunities (18%). Table 11 presents the percent of the sample that mentioned specific areas as the first, second, or third area in their community that was considered a "special place." Only areas receiving 10% or higher are listed (Tables 11 and 12 ). After each respondent provided a first, second, and third special place in their community, they were then asked to describe the condition of the area. Table 12 shows the descriptions provided for the top seven areas listed by respondents. Only the most frequently provided descriptions are listed in Table 12 . Well preserved -68% (n = 1 5) j Scenic -4% (n = 14) \ Recreation -27% (n = 6) ! Remote -27% (n = 6) Overused -22% (n = 5) i Well preserved -% (n = 10) Scenic -6% (n = 8) j Not well preserved -36% (n = 8) ! Recreation --3 1% (n = 7)
Well preserved -77% (n = 1 7) \ 
Category and location
Most frequent description of the area (rank ordered by frequency of response) Ranchlands Farm/agricultural lands Scenic-5% (n= 10) Not well preserved -31% (n = 7) Remote-31%(n = 7) Well preserved -62% (n = 13) Scenic -38% (n = 8) Not well preserved -38% (n = 8) Recreation 3% (n = Well preserved -35% (n = 6) Scenic -29% (n = 5) Cultural -24% (n = 4) Not well preserved 24% (n = 4) Recreation -29% (n = 5)
Section 2: Special Places
Because people often develop strong feelings about certain outdoor places that have special meaning and importance to them, we wanted to learn about how the respondents felt about their special places. The respondents were asked to identify one or two areas in southwestern Colorado and northwestern New Mexico that have special personal meaning or importance to them. For each of the places they were asked to report the name and location (Table 13) and that things/activities they did at each location (Table 14) and finally, they were asked to give the reason that the place had special meaning to them (Table 15 ). 
After each respondent provided one or two special places they were asked to describe the things they do in their special places. Table 13 lists the activities provided by the respondents. Only the most frequently provided activities are listed in the table. The next question in this section asked the respondents to give the reason that this place had special meaning to them (Table 15 ). Because this question was open-ended the responses were coded into categories. Responses that drew less than 1% of the total are not listed in the following table. 
Section 3: Personal Activities
One of the goals of this study was to become aware of the ways in which local residents used public lands for personal activities. The respondents were asked to limit their responses to activities they did onpublic lands in San Miguel, Dolores, Montezuma, La Plata, San Juan (CO), Archuleta, and San Juan (NM) Counties. The respondents were asked to report the number of times, ranging from one time to six or more times, they participated in an activity that year. Table 17 presents the activities that received at least one percent or more of all responses. The top three activities mentioned by respondents are Viewing scenery (87%), watching wildlife (87%), and overnight camping or day picnicking (84%). 
Conclusions
In the fall of 1998 we conducted a mail survey to examine quality of life issues on the Colorado Plateau. We intended to provide evidence of: (a) what constitutes quality of life among resident populations, and (b) what critical areas, elements, and special places are essential to retain a certain quality of life. The research objective was to gather information to determine what landscape and ecosystem elements are important or essential to residents of the Colorado Plateau. As expected, we found that scenic/vista views and recreational experiences are important to local residents, however, these features when combined with children, family and friends were fundamental to their quality of life on the Colorado Plateau.
Managerial Implications
While information on quality of life issues is useful, it may be equally useful to explore the underlying ideas that drive such issues. This would allow managers and policymakers to fully understand what is considered to be important values and how these'values might change over time. This research focused on the aspects of the landscape on the Colorado Plateau that contributed to the quality of life and sense of place for the local residents. The results from this study attempted to assist natural resource managers in making informed decisions about the development of future management plans and practices that will impact local communities and their residents. We believe that by focusing on the environmental values that contribute to sense of place this research has the potential to assist natural resource managers in developing policies that will result in publicly acceptable and viable politically viable programs.
The job of natural resource managers and policy makers is growing increasingly more and more complex because of the conspicuous connections between natural resource and social science. Environmental attitudes and values have shifted significantly in recent decades. The public and other stakeholders increasingly demand collaborative approaches to natural resource planning and management; and Resource management paradigms are shifting from traditional multiple use to ecosystem based approaches.
Managing natural resources in ways that are responsive to changing social conditions is the main challenge faced by managers today. The method described in this report is an approach for the assessment of a broad range of trends in the social environment. This study attempted to illustrate that not all aspects of quality of life are easily described in words. The photographs allowed the researcher to "see" the landscape through the eyes of the respondents. An important component of this method is that it provides an excellent opportunity for communication with land use managers and planners.
